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て、世界政治の支配的な構成単位 (primary unit)は国家ということになる。(10) 結果的に
































察している。彼は本質的な国家 (the essential state)は 5つの特性をもっていると論ずる。
それが①制度的・法的秩序、②組織化された暴力の正統な独占的使用を要求する組織













































る。簡潔に言えば、彼は国家間の承認をめぐる闘争が①国際システム (The System of 
States)、②国際社会 (The Society of States)、③世界社会 (World Society)、④集団的安全
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諸主体は、実際は権力を作
4 4 4 4
動させて













新しい社会的な布置を生み出す権力 ]、4)正統化権力 (Legitimizing power)…あら
ゆる社会を構成する個人や小規模集団の習慣や態度を形成する権力で、その統治
権力は彼らの習慣や態度に依拠している。5)表出権力 (Expressive power)や 6)突
発的な権力 (Explosive power)…普段は社会のほとんどのメンバーを拘束するよう
な道徳規範を超えた行動や要求によって彼らの不満や怒りを表現するための持た
ざる者たちの権力 (the power of the powerless)、7)抵抗の権力 (Power of resistance)、
8)集合的・協調的権力 [新しい社会的布置を作るための権力 ]、9)移民者や住民











が、「～に対する権力 (power over)」あるいは「他動詞的権力 (transitive power)」。もう






































































4 4 4 4
の充填のされ方



































































ウェントの Social Theory of International Politicsがどれほど IRというディシプリンに大きなイン
パクトを与えたかは、例えば、Review of International Studiesがこの本のためにフォーラムを開き、
それに雑誌の多くの紙面を割いていることから明白である。See Review of International Studies, 
Vol.26, 2000. コヘインもまた、ウェントのその著作が今後確実に古典になり、大学院での読書リ
ストに入るとしていることからもうかがい知れるだろう。See Keohane, 2000, p.125.
Wendt, 1999, p.8.








したのではないだろうか。Cf. Kratochwil, 2000. しかもこのケネス・ウォルツ (Kenneth Waltz) 流の

















































いることに変わりはない。See Wendt, 1987, p.357, footnote 57.
Giddens, 1979, p.7.
Wendt, 2003, pp.516-528.ちなみに、彼はこの 5段階が単線的に進むものではなく、後退もしうるが、
二歩前進することでバランスが図られるとしている。See p.517.　しかし、こういったことで図式
的な段階的進化論の類と本質的な違いが生まれるというのだろうか？

















Thrift, p.31. See also Wendt, 1987, p.356.
ウェントは自らの立場が 1987年当初よりも、合理主義と構築主義を対抗的に見なくなったと述








「領域性のわな (the territorial trap)」にはまったままなのだ。See Agnew.
これはギデンズの伝統的な社会学の一国的な「社会」観への批判、ならびに「国家横断的な社会」
(a transnational society, a transversal society)あるいは「世界社会」(a world society)への議論の展開
の必要性の主張と共鳴しており、そのことはマーティン・ショー (Martin Shaw)によって IRにお
















































Wendt, 1999, p.20 and Chap.3.
Ibid., p.135.
Ibid., p.136.






在する。」Wendt, 1995, p.74. ところが、「国際政治の社会理論」では実践という概念を掘り下げず、
奇妙なことにほとんど登場してこない。
Ibid., p.129.
Tooze and Murphy, p.687.
Ibid., .p.699 Originally, Carroll, 1972.
ミッシェル･フーコー、121頁。
Tooze and Murphy, p.703.
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For Reconstructing of Constructivism in International Relations
- A Focus on Critical Examination of Alexander Wendt -
<Summary>
Yukio Maeda
This paper consists of two chapters. The first one is about “Constructivism 
of Alexander Wendt and the problems.” The second is “mutating the content 
of the concept of power.” I raise four points at stake which be taken up for 
discussion in his arguments in particular and examine them one by one. The first 
point is about “the actually existed state thesis.” In here, I question the propriety 
of the supposition of a state with personality acting in one's own right. The 
second point is about the social theory by Wendt. Although he constructed his 
own theory partly due to the structuration theory by Anthony Giddens, I question 
on the consistency with the structuration theory.  In particular, I question his 
way of applying the problematique of agent-structure relations in Social Theory 
to that of the state and the International System. I also doubt his omission of 
spatiality problematique from his book. The third point is about the adequacy 
of his usage of the words “system and society.” I question his dichotomization 
of international and domestic systems. For Wendt, all the spheres that are not 
international are categorized as domestic. In addition, Wendt regards society to 
be a domestic society when he refers to a society, and does not even specify it as 
a national society. Indeed, in light of such dichotomy between an International 
System and a Domestic System, he mentions “a state - society complex” to 
establish the link. I would also investigate the propriety of his framework. Last 
but not least, I would examine his dichotomy between the ideal and the material. 
He does not tackle “the power” as a general concept which has been one of 
the central problems in International Relations but rather evade answering it 
by stating that “ideas” predominantly constitute power and national interests. I 




 In the latter half of the paper, by setting one chapter of mutating the 
meaning of power, I focus on “power” as the key concept to develop an 
alternative form of constructivism different from that of Wendt. At first I make 
a distinction between transitive power and intransitive power to clear ambiguity 
of power as a concept. Wendt assumes that how power is exercised depends on 
how the idea is exercised. Although he thinks it is possible to realize the right 
guidance of power by the idea, his conception of power is still materialistic. 
While he thinks it is operation of the idea as one side of a pair concept that leads 
power to a righteous way, the idea is not the same as power for him, even not 
synonym. I clarify this problem by comparing Wendt’s tacit usage of Power with 
the power concept of Hanna Arendt to show differences between what the power 
can be held and cannot be held. The latter divides a resource clearly from power. 
In light of the latter, in contrast with constructivism of Wendt style, power 
operation in the re-ordered global world is less simple, and cannot be operated 
directly. Finally I claim that from now on, IR should be thoroughly narrated and 
dealt with again from the point of view that power cannot be held but operated 
and run around.
